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Amendment for Application No.: 10/723741 
Attorney Docket: CFA00021US 

RECEIVED 

REMARKS CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

Summary of the Office Action DEC 1 1 2007 

In the non-final Office Action dated September 11, 2007, Claims 1-16 were 
pending, Claim 1 5 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as allegedly being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter, and Claims 1-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 7,072,065 to Lester, et al. (hereinafter 
LESTER). 

Summary of the Amendment 

Claims 1-16 are currently pending, with Claims 3, 7, 9, and 14 being in original 
form, and with Claims' 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 10-13, 15 and 16 being currently amended. The 
rejection of Claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 is addressed by amendment thereto. The 
rejections of Claims 1-16 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) are respectfully traversed. 

Rejection of Claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 
Claim 15 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as allegedly being directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Responsive to the rejection, Applicants have amended 
Claim 15 to include the phrase "stored in a storage medium" as shown in the Listing of 
Claims provide above. Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 15 as currently 
amended complies with 35 U.S.C. § 101. Reconsideration of this rejection in light of the 
amendment is respectfully solicited. 

Rejections of Claims 1-16 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
Claims 1-16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by LESTER. Applicants respectfully traverse. 

LESTER is drawn to monitoring the duration of a cancellation request or 
alternatively the number of times that a cancellation request is made. Responsive to the 
duration of the cancellation request or number of times the cancellation request is made, a 
number of print jobs are cancelled. This may include one, more than one, or all pending 
print jobs, and if the cancellation request is made for a sufficient duration or a suffictent 
number of times, some number of future print jobs. For example, lines 31 through 38 of 
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Amendment for Application No.: 10/723741 
Attorney Docket: CFA00021US 

column 3 of LESTER disclose that: "Job cancellation logic 34 is responsive to cancel 
input 18 (FIG. 2) to cancel current and future print jobs. More specifically, the job 
cancellation logic 34 cancels jrint job* in accordance with how 1on P the cancel input was 
c.W.t*H hv the u ser Even ™re § Bgcjfically, " b cancellation logic cancels all print 
jnh, reived Bd or ™H dnring a c ancelation pe riod that increases as a function of how 
w P th. r.ncel input ~~ sgjgcted bv the user." As another example, line 66 of column 5 
through line 9 of column 10 of LESTER discloses that: "In an alternative embodiment, 
current and future print jobs are cancelled by specifying , j ob cancellation count rather 
.u^pK illation time period. S uch count is s pecifie d by continuousl y selecting the , 
eancelke y, fet triable time : the job cancellation logic is responsive to the cancel input 
to cancel a number of print jobs that increases as a function of the time the cancel input is 
selected. The count increases linearly as the cancel input is selected. Alternatively, the 
count can be made to increase progressively faster as the cancel input is selected for 
longer and longer periods." In lines 5-15 of column 6, LESTER discloses determining 
the "job cancellation count" using "job cancellation logic [that] is responsive to the 
cancel input to increase or increment the number of print jobs to be canceled as a function 
nf how many time* the cancel inp.rt is selected." (Emphasis added). 

LESTER fails to disclose, inter alia, "determining means for variably determining 
a frequency of checking whether a print cancel command is issued, based on the print 
conditions acquired by the acquisition means" as defined in Claim 1 and "a determining 
step for variably determining a frequency of checking whether a print cancel command is 
issued, based on the print conditions acquired in the acquisition step" as defined in 

Claims 8, 15, and 16. 

As noted above, LESTER discloses a cancel input. However, LESTER does not 
disclose anything with respect to a frequency of checking the cancel input. LESTER 
does disclose that the cancel input is monitored. However, LESTER is silent regarding 
any frequency of the monitoring operation. No particular frequency that the monitonng 
operation operates at is stated. 

There is no disclosure or suggestion in LESTER that monitoring of the cancel 
input is done or can be done at a variable frequency. The top of column 5, LESTER does 
disclose "specifying a job cancellation count rather than a job cancellation time period. 



-7- 



800® 



njBB oidsn *• 



Xdaa dl VSfl NONV0 09S9 ZC6 6fr6 XVd £5 = 91 A0/TT/2T 



9c-so:(ss-ujui) Nouvuno . 09SC zee ewaiso . ooc8E«:sino . oc/9-d»xd3-oidsn:aAS . l*wi pjepueis uisjsea] m osw-i loom az i iv oaom . owe aovd 

Amendment for Application No.: 1 0/7237 4 1 
Attorney Docket: CFA00021US 

Such count is specified by continuously sejgeting the cancel key for a variable time : the 
job cancellation logic is responsive to the cancel input to cancel a number of print jobs 
that increases as a function of the time the cancel input is selected." However, this 
merely describes how a user «ni f ht select a cancel input request for a variable amount of 
time. It teaches nothing with respect to the frequency of monitoring the cancel input. 

At best, LESTER suggests that the monitoring must be performed on a continuous 
basis. For example, in LESTER it appears to be necessary to monitor the cancel input on 
a continuous basis so that the duration of time that the user selects the cancel input 
(cancellation request) can be determined. Continuous monitoring of the cancel input also 
appears to be required in those embodiments of LESTER that determine the number of 
times (as opposed to the duration) that a cancel input (cancellation request) is made so 
that that number can be determined with any hope of accuracy. Thus, LESTER at best 
appears to teach away from the above-noted claimed features. 

LESTER also fails to disclose, inter alia, "checking means for checking whether a 
print cancel command is issued as the data processing means generates or transfers the 
print data at the frequency determined by the determining means" as defined in Claim 1 
and "a checking step for checking whether a print cancel command is issued as the print 
data is generated or transferred at the frequency determined in the determining step" as 

defined in Claims 8, 1 5, and 1 6. 

As noted above, LESTER fails to disclose or suggest any such frequency. 
LESTER is concerned with cancelling print jobs, not generating or transferring print data. 
At best, the Background section of LESTER describes a situation wherein it may 
allegedly be difficult for a user to successively cancel each of a series of print jobs 
manually, as it is allegedly difficult to time each successive manual cancellation so that a 
first page of a print job is not printed. This again merely describes actions of a user, and 
it is silent regarding the transfer of print data at any determined rate. 

For at least the various reason provided above, Applicants respectfully submit that 
Claimsl, 8, 15, and 16 are patentable over LESTER. Moreover, the remaining Claims in 
the application are dependent on either Claim 1 or Claim 8 and add further distinguishing 
features respectively thereto. Applicants thus submit that the dependent Claims are 
patentable over LESTER for at least the various reason provided above with respect to 
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Amendment for Application No.: 10/723741 
Attorney Docket: CFA00021US 

Claims 1 and 8. Reconsideration of the rejections of Claims 1-16 under 35 U.S.C. 

^ „ ,. A RECEIVED 

§ 102(e) is respectfully solicited. CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

conclusion DEC 1 1 2007 

Applicants respectfully submit that all of the claims pending in the application 
meet the requirements for patentability and respectfully request that the Examiner 
indicate the allowance of such claims at his earliest convenience. 

Any amendments to the claims which have been made in this response which 
have not been specifically noted to overcome a rejection based upon prior art should be 
considered to have been made for a purpose unrelated to patentability, and no estoppel 
should be deemed to attach thereto. 

If any additional fee is required, please charge Deposit Account Number 502456. 

Should the Examiner have any questions, the Examiner may contact Applicants' 
representative at the telephone number provided below. 

Respectfully submitted, 




number 11. 2007 

' Timothy J. Lane, Reg. No. 41,927 

Patent Attorney for Applicant 



Canon U.S.A. Inc., Intellectual Property Division 
15975 Alton Parkway 
Irvine, CA 92618-3731 

Telephone: (949) 932-3372 
Fax: (949)932-3560 
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